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ORIGINAL ~ 

FOILS® 

AUB2I2&B 


Tdqjhoofc (415)693-2000 
Ffcumiler (415)931-3699 

Attorneys for Defendants 

ROBERT MINTON «d 

THE USA MCPHERSON TRUST 


SUPERIOR COURT OP THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF MARIN 



coolby goo ward llp 

BENJAMIN K- RJOU&Y (112007) 
NICOLE A SIMON £160*7) 
One Makhno Plaza, 2fl1h Floor 
Son Francisco. CA 94111-3510 


CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL, * California nonprofit 
rolipous corporation, 

PWndfi; 

v. 

GERALD ARMSTRONG, in infivtonal; 
ROBERT MINTON, an imfivMnl; THE 

usa McPherson trust, a 

corporation; and DOES 1 through 50, • 
inclusive, 

Defendants, 


No, CV 021632 

DinnuNT Rqbkrt Mmira Tflt 

LJQAMCPBKltSOFvTRtST^ ANSWER TO 

Plaintiff^ Compiawt roit Damages 


DtfenfoolaRx)MMintoxudTl»livMpPfkec5oaTI«5t(^foalaoliObaeA)yaasw^ 
*c wivcrificd alkgalkma of Hie GwapUInl for Damages fcr Bn*acb 0^ Contract, Intentional 
kfttffaMce With Contractual Relations, cod Cotapimcy to Breach Contract and to I n ter fer e WUh 


Conkactul Relation* (Y^ooplitat”), fifed bavin on or about April 2,2002 by plaintiff Church of 


Scientology J&ataoisiiooid (“Scfeatotogy”), by denying swxuaJly each and every allegation 
contained fharvlii pursuant to California Code ofCfrl Procedure section 431.30. 

AmHMATivi Deracts 

Aa and for their affirmative defense*, Defendants ere Informed arid believe and thereupon 
allege as foOrnw 

TtTMTil V 1. 

oaoniuxc 

pervrawtTMMnm a» tk McmnMMTKcrs a»wiw roPLAwnmcoMK^uMr 
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1 . . Thfl Cdvnpfaifll tod each cause of actio* alleged against Defendants therein fail to 
sub tea sufficient to constitute a cense of action ifawM Defendants. 

X The Conpiahft and each cause of action alleged against Defendants therein is 
boned by kudo of the torau offlue Settkaocat Agreement. 

X The Coapiaint eM each cause of action alleged against Defendant* therein is 
boned by reason of the sppHcsbfe suuie of JimiUions, keluduig, without I Ira Italian, Code of 
Civil Procedure section 339. 

4. Scientology knew, should have known and/or was fittty advised concerning the 
matters alleged in the Complaint, and thus Scientology is precluded fin® asserting any nsdi 
defina agasut Defendants. 

5. Scientology has not been damaged as a result of tie conduc* of Defendants, aad/or 
any actual damage was mound by reason of Scientology*i own conduct, detitioa and/or choice. 

6 . Scientology felled to mitigate or anmmnp its alleged dareaffiw, if any, and k 
therefore beared from recovering damages which cowW have been prevented. 

7. Sdemotogy i* pfeohalcd and baned from asserting any claim against or recovering 
any damages ffrna Defendant* arising oui of any of the auttecs alleged to have oocarred in the 
Complain i by virtue of fee doctrine of laches. 

It Sdentofagy ii precluded and barred fioro a«ertiag any claim against or recovering 
any damages fiom Defendants anting om of any of the matters alleged to have occurred in the 
Complain! by virtue of the doctrine of estoppel. 

9 , SckaKotogy k precluded and barred from assorting any claini agdnsc or recovering 

any damages fiom Defendant* arising nut of say of the matter* alleged to have occurred hi the 

k 1 

Compfainl by virtue of the doctrine of waiver. 

16 . Scientology a precluded and bantd fiom asserting any claim against <oc recovering 
any damages fiom Defendants raising out of any of (he matter* alleged to have occurred in fee 
Cosopiainl by tfrtwe ofthe doctrine of unclean hoods. 

11. Defendant were justified and/or privileged in doing any and all of the nett alleged 
in the Comptarw. 

TfTMTTlW 2. 


DcitNtuhT Metrotf *m ucPnaaoNTorn** iMwa to njtmn«*a aamfir 
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